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Abstract. We witness today important debates in the designation of future 
agricultural polices that will greatly affect the European agri-food and rural development 
sector. Based upon different approaches created after 2007, the paper proposes three 
scenarios that should be further empirically investigated at the Romanian farm level in order 
to establish the Romanian position in the future reforms. They are: a status quo scenario in 
which the CAP reforms continue in the direction set by the Commission in the CAP Health 
Check; a moderate reform in which the main actual CAP instruments remain but, the 
budgetary costs decrease and the second pillar is reinforced and redesigned in order to 
better respond to new challenges; and, thirdly, drastic changes for grated payments, only by 
means of the second CAP pillar. Finding the best agricultural policies for Romania will 
insure its adhesion to different Member State groups already formed in the negociations (as 
determinated by the paper). Further farm research efforts should be conducted in order to 
realize an ex ante impact evaluation of these scenarios by the use of mathematical 
programming models. 
 




The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) has undergone important changes 
over the last sixteen years. There was an important shift into the way of giving the 
financial support to farmers: from production increase incentives (middle 70’s) to 
quality and environmental preoccupations (mostly in the last decade) (Hill E.B, 
1984) or (OECD, 2004). 
The 2003 CAP reform was categorized to be a radical one (Skogstad G., 
Verdun A., 2009) due to its implications at the farm and European countryside level. 
In the first CAP pillar (market interventions, financial subsidies and direct income 
support), there was a shift from payments linked entirely to production to direct 
payments that were at least partially decoupled from the farmer’s production level. 
That is why a single farm payment (SFP) replaced most of the existing subsidies 
under different common market organisations (Swinbank A., Tranter R.B., 2005). 
The SFP could be established based on farm historical reference or in a regionalised 
historical model accordingly to the Member States (MS) disposal. Moreover, 
payments were linked to the CAP second pillar (rural development) through cross-
compliance and modulation measures (EC regulation 1782/2003, 2003).  
The New Members States (NMS), represented by countries whose accessions 
fulfilled after 2004, could apply a simplified area payment scheme (SAPS) instead 
of the complicated single farm payment model. Except Slovenia, all NMS chose to 
apply it immediately after accession (Romanian European Institute, 2007) due to 
less administrative burdens. Starting with 2008, the European Commission has 
been developing working documents and impact studies in which the future of the 
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CAP is investigated. Preparing the Romanian farmers to future agricultural policy 
developments is an important task. Further on, the paper underlines possible future 
CAP reforms, questioning in the same time Romania’s position. This makes possible 
the creation of different agricultural policy scenarios that should be empirically 
investigated in the future, at the farm level. 
 
MATERIAL AND METHOD 
 
As a research method, the bibliographical studies is used in order to 
investigate the working papers, reports and communications issued after 2007, by 
both the European Commission and the Romanian policy makers. The method is 
well known and extensively applied in agricultural policy impact researches 
(Desquibet M., Gohin A., Guyomard H., 1999; Happe K., Balmann A., Kellermann 
K., 2004 or Jayet, P.A., 2006), and it permits the construction of different 
agricultural policy scenarios. These can be used in empirical investigations in order 
to find the farmer’s response to such reforms. The choise of the best method to be 
applied for empirical studies is also based on similar European studies.  
   
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
 The last three years have known important debates concerning the CAP 
future. They started in 2007 with the Commission proposal for a CAP Health Check 
(European Commission, 2007) and continued with the proposed reforms and their 
impact assessments (European Commission, 2008a and 2008b). Later on, in 2010, 
the new agricultural commissioner started an important public debate about the 
reforms that should be undertaken after 2013 (European Commission, 2010). The 
reforms’ proposals summarized in table 1 for the first pillar show that at the EU 
level, there are several driving forces for the future CAP reform: 1. first of all, the 
payment system should be simplified and the measures that condition the overall 
direct financial support enforced.  
After 2013, there are two points of view: the first one states that farmers 
will receive fewer payments (only if they deliver public goods); the second one 
argues that payments are essential to farmers in order to maintain the production 
system and their level would not decrease substantially; 2. the market orientation 
measures will know the most important changes because they have to respond to 
new challenges, such as: market liberalization and fair competition between 
domestic and imported products; measures, like: quotas, public intervention, price 
support and refunds will no longer be valid; 3. the second CAP pillar would have to 
face new challenges (Table 2): climate changes, bio diversity and managerial tools 
designed to face income risks (price volatility or climate risks). All these measures 
are likely to produce important changes at the farm level. These changes can 
develop into advantages or disadvantages for Member States’ farmers depending on 
their economical situation. In this context, Romania should identify Member States 
with similar concerns in order to sustain a common position in future CAP reform 
negotiations. 
Table 1 
„Proposed CAP reforms after 2007 and beyond 2013 in the first CAP pillar” 
 
CAP „Health Check” (2010 – 2013) CAP beyond 2013 
1. Simplify the single payment scheme: 
Payments: allows MS that apply SPS to adjust their chosen 
model towards a flatter rate (from 2009 to 2013); MS applying 
SAPS system, could be allowed to continue so until 2013; the 
partially coupled support should be maintained after a case – by 
– case analysis; establish upper and lower limits in support 
levels; 
Cross compliance: qualify the Statutory Management Requires 
(SMR) to become relevant to present conditions; examine and 
amend, the present list of SMR and Good Agricultural and 
Environmental Conditions;  
Modulation: increase compulsory modulation and all new 
receipts to stay within the MS that generates them 
2. Improve market orientation measures: 
Cereal intervention: a fully examination of the cereal 
intervention system is needed; the maintenance of intervention 
system for a single cereal (bread wheat) could provide a safety-
net support; 
Set aside: abolish supply-management measures  and 
strengthen environmental benefits in the RD programme; 
Dairy quota : soft landing approach : gradually milk quota 
increase until 2015 when the system no longer would be valid; 
propose appropriate measures that mitigate the expected 
negative impact in specific regions; 
General provisions: 
- a common agricultural policy at EU level more desirable than 
a series of national/regional policies, or no agricultural policies 
at all; ‘industrial’ agriculture has little place in the future CAP; 
conservatory viewpoint: CAP payments are essential in order to 
allow farmers to continue their business because markets cannot 
provide the right economic returns; liberal option: the main 
focus of the CAP should be on public good provision, with 
farmers only being supported where these goods are delivered; 
1. Simplify the single Payment scheme: 
Payments:-restructure payments system and simplify 
administrative procedures; implement a fair CAP to small 
farmers, to less-favoured regions and to NMS;  
Cross compliance: link the farmers’ compensations closer to 
the delivery of public goods such as environmental services; 
Modulation: - increase compulsory modulation; 
2. Improve market orientation measures: 
Cereal intervention: - transform these measures into a modern 
risk- and crisis-management tool; 
-create fair competition conditions between domestic and 
imported products; 
Adapted after: (European Commission, 2007, 2008a, 2008b); Adapted after: (European Commission, 2010); 




 „Proposed CAP reforms after 2007 and beyond 2013  
in the Rural Development measures” 
 
CAP „Health Check” (2010 – 2013) CAP beyond 2013 
1. Responding to new challenges: 
Managing risk: extend the use of modulation 
savings to allow risk management measures; 
examine on a case-by-case basis the need for 
additional measures; 
Climate change, bio-energy, water 
management and biodiversity: incentives for 
mitigation and adaptation to climate change, for 
better water management and for providing 
environmental services in the area of bio-
energy, and biodiversity protection; climate 
change and better water management objectives 
could be achieved through cross-compliance; 
2. The financial framework:  
- budgetary expenditure decrease in constant 
prices in the period 2010 - 2013; strengthening 
the application of the budgetary discipline to 
farmers; 
1. Responding to new challenges: 
Climate change, bio-energy, water 
management and biodiversity:  protect 
the environment and biodiversity, 
conserve the countryside, sustain the 
rural economy and preserve/create rural 
jobs, overcome climate changes;  
2. The financial framework: 
Yet, no bugetary agreement. Probably the 
CAP expenditure proportion in the 
overall EU buget will decrease. 
 
Adapted after: (European Commission, 2007, 
2008a, 2008b); 
Adapted after: (European Commission, 
2010); 
 
At the EU level there are several studies that try to identify MS groups 
with similar positions in the CAP negotiations. Based upon the legislative decision 
making procedure, (Henning C., 2008) developed a methodology which permits to 
group the Member States accordingly to their disposal to sustain or not high or low 
farm financial support and high or low multifunctional agriculture. 
There were identified several groups: Member States that sustain low 
level of farm financial support: Great Britain; Sweden; Denmark; Estonia; Hungary 
and the Netherlands; on the other side, a high level of financial support is important 
for countries like: Poland; Ireland; Greece or Slovenia; Member States that support 
high level of RD programs:   Portugal, Denmark, Sweden, Finland, as compared to 
those that sustain a lower level: Poland, Hungary, Slovakia, Czech Republic or 
France. 
 Practically, Member States that are net CAP beneficiaries promote a slight 
CAP reform but the others, the net contributors, would rather prefer a drastic one 
(Clasper J. and Thurston J., 2010). In such a context, it becomes clear that Romania 
should determinate what position to adopt in the future negotiations thus to stimulate 
the development of the agri-food sector and the rural areas. Based on literature 
reviews, there are several agricultural scenarios: Scenario 1:  a status-quo approach 
based upon the current CAP developments (maintain the current payment system but 
reduce in nominal terms the subsidies value; simplify the payment system and  
reduce the CAP budget); Scenario 2: a moderate reform in which both CAP pillars 
would be maintained, while the CAP instruments shall be adapted to new agriculture 
and economical conditions. In such a scenario, the second pillar will be reinforced 
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whereas to better respond to new CAP challenges such as climate changes, water 
management and biodiversity; Scenario 3: a radical reform in order to state the total 
liberalisation of agri-food commerce. In this case, only the second CAP pillar will 
be maintained and the farmer will receive payments only after fulfilling important 
cross compliance rules; 
When analyzing the impact of the agricultural policies over the agricultural 
market offer, there have been developed an important number of instruments and 
methods. The classification criterion (Garforth C., Rehman T., 2006) includes: the 
techniques, which split the method in econometrical and simulative (software 
based); the structural attributes used in model developments – they can be static or 
dynamic; the interpretation of the economical equilibrium – the models can be of 
partial or of general economical equilibrium.  
An econometrical model consists of highlighting the link between a dependent 
variable and an explanatory one with specific methods. The link is emphasized 
following the analysis of an “a posteriori” validated statistical data series (Coleman, 
1983). Meanwhile, the simulative models (software based) are of mathematical 
nature. They are used in order to answer those who managed to develop a certain 
agriculture policy to the question ‘what would happen if?’ Defining an ‘initial’ 
status and then comparing it to the results obtained by testing the agricultural policy 
methods becomes necessary (Moxey et all., 1995). 
Having as a starting point the two characterizations, one can conclude that 
econometrical methods are preferred to “a posteriori” analysis of the economical 
phenomena. As to answer the question ‘what would happen after the Common 
Agricultural Policy reform and what stand should Romania take for this matter? the 
simulative techniques are more adequate since they don’t need “a posteriori” 




All these bibliographical references lead to the following conclusions: in 
Europe, the need for agricultural policy reforms is mandatory. The Member States 
have already joined lobby groups which stand for ferm negotiating positions. On one 
hand, there are the Northern European states and Great Britain which promote a 
radical reform; on the other hand, all the other countries choose a moderate reform;  
the reform scenarios presented, take into account the positions of the member states. 
Even though, as a tradition, Romania adhered to the conservatory group, all 
scenarios should be investigated. All in all, the mathematical programming method 
has been identified as the best solution in order to develop a scientifically based 
position for Romania as part of the future CAP reform negotiations.  
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